The ITT Affair: Getting to the Heart of It 


Let’s see now: There’s the memorandum at- 
tributed to Dita Beard by columnist Jack Ander- 
son. which she first acknowledged and then three 
weeks later said was a “hoax,” a “forgery,” and a 
“fraud.” Then there’s the memorandum which 
miraculously escaped the ITT’s shredding machine 
which ITT says is the “genuine” Dita Beard memo- 
randum and proves the Anderson version to be a 
"fraud.” And then there’s what might be called 
the missing memorandum which so far exists only 
in the recollection of Mrs. Susan B. Lichtman, who 
was Mrs. Beard’s secretary for six weeks last sum- 
mer and who says that she remembers typing a 
memorandum which is not the same as the ITT 
version but not the same as the Anderson version 
either. So that’s about where it all stands, memo- 
randum-wise, and this weekend seven members of 
the world’s greatest deliberative body, comprising 
a subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee, 
are going out to the Rocky Mountain Osteopathic 
Hospital in Denver to try to find out from. Mrs. 
Beard which is the real memorandum. 

There are a number of things to be said about 
this mission, the first being that it is a waste of 
time if what the senators are looking for is the 
truth about the ITT affair. Leaving aside the value 
or validity of any testimony from a witness who 
has already been put down in sworn testimony by 
her own doctor as “irrational,” “disturbed” and 
given to mental lapses as a consequence of a heart 
condition, the notion that Mrs. Beard could some- 
how put this whole matter to rest is merely some- 
thing that the Republicans on the Judiciary Com- 
mittee would like to have us believe. 

For example, if Mrs. Lichtman is right, then 
this might make the Anderson version a forgery 
or a hoax, but it would also make ITT’s latest ex- 
planation what might be called a genuine fraud, 
for ITT is arguing that its version of Mrs. Beard’s 
memorandum on the Republican convention fi- 
nancing is the only “genuine” one and in an inter- 
view with this newspaper, Mrs. Lichtman has in- 
sisted that it isn’t the memorandum she remem- 
bers typing'. Much more important, however, is the 
fact that this case could hardly be considered 
closed — as Senator Gurney blithely proposed — • 
even if Mrs. Beard and Mrs. Lichtman together can 
successfully prove the Anderson version to be a 
forgery. In that event, it would be interesting, of 
course, to know who did it and why — but it still 
wouldn’t have much to do with the heart of the 
matter at this stage because, as we have argued 
repeatedly in this space, this case has moved light 
years beyond the rather vague and insubstantial 
questions raised in the memorandum attributed to 
Mrs. Beard by Mr. Anderson about a possible con- 
nection between the convention financing and the 
ITT antitrust settlement. For the benefit of those 
who may still believe that the ITT affair any long- 
er turns on what Mrs. Beard may have written, 
or what she may now say about what she has writ- 


ten, it might be in, tractive at this point to recall: 

1. That the issue before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee is the f. tness of Richard Kleindienst to 
be Attorney Gener: 1 of the United States. 

2. That not one >f the various versions of Mrs. 
Beard’s memorandum mentions the name of Mr. 
Kleindienst or in any way involves him in either 
the convention fin mcing or the antitrust settle- 
ment. 

3. That the first :olumn by Mr. Anderson about 
Mrs. Beard’s memorandum does not charge Mr. 
Kleindienst with an r involvement in the ITT affair. 

4. That the first nyolvement of Mr. Kleindienst 
came in a subsequ :nt Anderson column and was 
based very largely on a public letter from Mr. 
Kleindienst to Di mocratic National Chairman 
Lawrence O’Brien, which asserted that the ITT 
settlement had bee l “handled and negotiated ex- 
clusively” by the tl en antitrust chief Richard Mc- 
Laren; based on ev dence only part of which was 
drawn from the B ;ard memo, Mr. Anderson as- 
serted that this wa: not the case — that Mr. Klein- 
dienst had himself liscussed the case with an ITT 
director and that ( thers in the government, out- 
side of the antitru ;t division, had played a role 
in it. 

5. That while the ’e can be no doubt that Demo- 
crats on the Judiei try Committee were delighted 
to seize upon this e ddence of possible wrongdoing 
in a Republican ad ninistration, it was Mr. Klein- 
dienst, not the Dei locrats, who thereupon asked 
that the hearings o l his nomination be reopened. 

Since then, of co: :rse, a large part of what Mrs. 
Beard implied in h:r memorandum, and of what 
Mr. Anderson alle| ed in his column, has been 
corroborated in sw< rn testimony before the com- 
mittee. While there is no evidence of an out-and- 
out deal, or even of i dose connection between the 
convention financin, ; and the antitrust settlement, 
we now know that the two coincided; that ITT 
very much wanted m out-of-court settlement and 
that Mr. McLaren d: i not and that something hap- 
pened to change hi; mind; and that part of what 
happened involved i considerable involvement of 
people outside the antitrust division, including 
Cabinet members, /bite House aide Peter Flani- 
gan, a private advisi r recruited by Mr. Flanigan — 
and Mr. Kleindienst. 

For confirmation if all this we have no need of 
Mrs. Beard nor of any of the three versions of 
her memorandum a: id the further large questions 
that hang over this a ifair are not ones on which she 
would be likely to ae able to give reliable testi- 
mony. The trip to D« nver is necessary only because 
the Republicans ha r e succeeded in making it a 
condition precedenl to resuming the hearings. 
There is nothing sh : can say, however,' that could 
conceivably dischar *e the Judiciary Committee 
from its obligation to get back to the hearings, 
and to a long list o: witnesses who actually could 
help us get to the h ;art of the ITT affair. 



